The notion of 'black drug couriers' in prison suggests that theories of penology, criminology and victimology should move beyond their preoccupation with the individual offender. This is (not just because of the plural sense of 'couriers' but more importantly) because some of what is conceptualized as punishment goes beyond individual offenders to affect whole groups and categories who could be innocent. The article theorizes victimization as mere punishment by looking at institutional practices that are deliberately designed to exclude, marginalize, control, alienate or even victimize the imprisoned Other. The crime-centredness of criminology is almost unavoidable with reference to illicit drugs and black immigrants because spatial mobility is expected to imply anomie, social disorganization or, at least, culture shock with all the predictable incidence of deviance that could be associated with exposure to a different culture. This article will critically review this apparent truism with a view to highlighting possible 'drugs war crimes' of unjustifiable stereotypes and victimization as mere punishment mainly against innocent people in prison.
Introduction
What would Frantz Fanon (1963) say about the dramatic increases in prison populations in the US and the UK? What would Michel Foucault (1977) say? Fanon would argue that the disproportionate number of black men and black women incarcerated in the prison industrial complexes of the US and the UK is an indication that the wretched of the earth are still being victimized by white supremacist systems of power. Foucault, with his deliberate silence on colonialism in his micro-physics of power relations, would probably ignore the politics of imperialism altogether in favour of documenting the changing history of penal discipline imposed on the minds of individual offenders as opposed to corporal punishment in the past.
The Foucauldian interpretation of discipline and punishment as things done to offenders is the dominant criminological approach to prisons. Scholars everywhere debate whether the prison is for punishment or whether imprisonment is enough punishment in itself or whether it should be abolished for failing to rehabilitate offenders but few question if all prisoners are criminals. In his bifurcation thesis, Tony Bottoms (1983) questioned this preoccupation with repression by stressing that theorists ignore the more frequently used non-disciplinary penal policies (like the fine) and focus exclusively on disciplinary penalty (imprisonment). David Garland (1985) , in his work on penal-welfare strategies, offers a way of understanding the prison with reference to punishment and welfare in general and not exclusively with reference to punishment or repression.
An advancement on these insights may be found in the trifurcation or multifurcation thesis which suggests that while criminal justice policy administers punishment on some and welfare on others, we must not forget that it administers victimization on still others (Agozino, 1997a) . This article will draw from the multifurcation thesis by arguing that imprisonment must be understood as more than punishment of offenders in order to explain how the experience of the punishment of the innocent in prison translates into victimization as mere punishment. The war on drugs will be used as one example of how innocent people (especially immigrant black people) could end up in jail to be victimized in the name of punishment or how guilty people (mainly black citizens) could be punished disproportionately, resulting in victimization within punishment.
There is widespread racist mythology among criminologists and criminal justice officials that black people in general and immigrants in particular are a crime-prone category of people. This article is not about crime in general or about the mythical representation of immigrants in particular but a theoretical exploration of the false assumption that since foreigners, especially black immigrants and black citizens, are over-represented in the prison service establishments, it follows that they are more crime-prone. This prejudicial assumption is shared by right-wing criminologists such as J.Q. Wilson (cited by Scraton and Chadwick, 1996) . According to Wilson, if you ask London taxi drivers they will explain the increasing violent crime in London with reference to West Indian immigrants. This view is also shared by those who have left realism even while claiming that they adhere to Left Realism. For example, Lea and Young (1996) assumed that second generation immigrants have high expectations and are therefore more relatively deprived, leading them to take out their frustration against police officers. Such a view is put forward without mentioning the well-documented cases of institutionalized racism. Senior police officers also share the essentialist scape-goating of black people as immigrants in complete agreement with politicians, taxi drivers, right-wing and left-wing scholars and the media (Gilroy, 1987) . It is important to highlight all this as a useful background in understanding the number of foreigners held in prison in connection with drugs offences for, given the prejudice against foreigners, especially black immigrants in Europe and North America, we must be cautious in theorizing the presumed criminality of imprisoned foreigners and black citizens (Agozino, 1997a (Agozino, , 1997b (Agozino, , 2000 .
Moreover, it is important to stress that the foreigner was not the first category of people to be racialized in the discourse of punishment and imprisonment. According to Garland (1985) lower-class British citizens were also identified in the 19th century as a blight on the white race. They were seen, in anticipation of Lombroso's terms, as atavistic throw-backs to earlier stages of evolution of the master race. As a result, there were efforts to prevent them from marrying and reproducing in Britain lest they further pollute the racial purity of the empire. The policy response was long terms of imprisonment for the least (suspected) offences or transportation away from the shores of Britain. Immigrants in Britain, according to Ruggiero and South (1995: 110) discovered that 'the vilification, persecution and victimization of various ethnic groups for real or imagined associations with drugs has been a strong constant of drug control history, since at least the late 19th century'. Daniel Pick argues that this idea of racial degeneracy was not peculiar to Britain. It was a 'European disorder' born out of a moral panic or 'social anxiety' associated with a 'seemingly self-possessed imperious discourse' that emphasized 'danger from internal transgressions rather than inter-racial "transgressions" ' (Pick, 1989: 39) .
The traditions of criminal justice policy that flow from such moral panics or 'social tensions' fit in well with the orientalist system of thought that depicts the Other as inferior, dangerous, criminal and amoral (Said, 1993) even when the one in control is engaged in genocidal policies towards the Other. It is my contention that the black immigrant is the Other just as prisoners are the Others in a modern society, hence black people are more likely to be made to join the Others in prison as the sources of criminological knowledge-power even when they may be innocent. Steve Box (1983) advanced a similar view that crime is mythologized when we read from the prison statistics, in which poor people are over-represented, a view that poverty causes crime. He argued convincingly that power is more of a cause of crime and so we should not think that those who are less likely to end up in prison are necessarily more law-abiding. Instead, it is a basic but underexplored truth that the powerful have more resources to defend themselves successfully even when they have committed offences whereas the poor are more likely to be jailed even when falsely accused.
Contrary to the ideology of criminological orientalism, Frantz Fanon (1963) has demonstrated that the ideology of inferiority imposed on the Other forces the Other to try to wear a mask of whiteness. Such a mask involves aspirations to appropriate the standards of the West in order to win approval, with the result that criminality is not a typical response for the majority of the oppressed. The natives only turn to crime when this double Manichean mimicry results in the Other adopting the violent methods of the colonial authority or when the despotic neo-colonial elite adopt the methods of primitive accumulation from the authoritarian metropolitan bourgeoisie. Consequently, Fanon warned the Third World to avoid trying to emulate the bloody records of the West but to seek an alternative path that would be more humanist.
The myth of the alien invaders
If the native was seen as being more criminal than the settler under the colonial situation, it is not surprising that when black immigrants arrived in Europe in great numbers, the native European became the saint and the immigrant Other remained demonized. Jack Katz (1996) fully understood this dynamic when he analysed the irony that Native Americans were regarded as repugnant criminals by those who were seduced into hunting them to almost extinction. Katz also reflected on the irony that Cubans were being encouraged to emigrate to America but when a large contingent of Cubans arrived, they were thrown into prison in America on the simple assumption that they were suspected criminal elements (but Katz does not tell us if they were mainly black Cubans or not). Similarly, according to Katz, when a white man shot four black youths who asked him for $5, he was acquitted and praised as a hero. However, when a black man shot five white people on a train, he was pressurized by his court-appointed attorneys to plead that he had a black type of madness called 'black rage syndrome'. He refused and unsuccessfully argued his own defence (Barlow, 2000: 14-15) .
In fact, more than 30 years ago, Tony Bottoms (1967) suggested that the political racialization of crime-immigration-blackness lacked any systematic evidence in research and therefore should not be upheld by theorists. He was sceptical about American findings that second generation immigrants were almost universally more crime-prone than the first generation given that the rates for the Irish immigrants were relatively stable from generation to generation and the rate for the first generation of black people was almost negligible in Britain (see Agozino, 1991 Agozino, , 1996 Agozino, , 1997a Agozino, , 1997b Agozino, , 2000 for more recent debates).
Contemporary research shows that before the 1980s, drug trafficking was dominated by white people and that drugs intelligence units have since been conflated with immigration intelligence units with stereotypes of the Jamaican Yardie as the folk devil of such campaigns (Dorn et al., 1992) . The almost negligible involvement of black immigrants in the 1960s has since changed into their over-representation in criminal justice statistics in the United Kingdom. It has been repeatedly reported by the British Home Office that black people make up more than 12 percent of the total prison population, black men are 11 percent of male prisoners, while black women make up more than 20 percent of all female prisoners (see Table 2 ). This compares with 57 percent of all women in US prisons who belong to minorities (Chambliss, 1995) .
Such figures are out of line with black proportional representation in the total population of Britain and the US. With specific reference to women, the prison statistics are also (though oppositely) out of tune with the relative lack of criminological interest in the crimes of black women (Rice, 1990) . However, the call by Rice for the criminality of black women to be studied alongside that of their white sisters is inappropriate given that such criminological interests are growing alongside the predictable demonization of the black female drug courier who is unfairly labelled the typical courier. Richard Clutterbuck (1995) , for instance, baselessly claims that most couriers are women even while the Home Office reports that most of them are men (see Table 1 ). The Home Office does not always break down its figures by race and nationality but many criminologists and administrators interpret these statistics to mean that black people are disproportionately involved in criminality. Fitzgerald (1993) , in a Home Office review of the literature on this very issue for The Royal Commission on Criminal Justice, concluded that it is not possible to tell the level of involvement in criminality by whole groups and categories. She also conceded that it is possible that some of the overrepresentation of black people in the criminal justice system is a result of discriminatory treatment at different stages of the criminal justice process. Hudson (1987) is surprised to find similar scepticism among criminal justice officials while it is becoming fashionable for many left-wing and right-wing criminologists to argue that black people must be more involved in (street) crime simply because black people are relatively poor. Smith (1994) reviewed what he called the 'unsatisfactory and incomplete' evidence for racial prejudice in criminal justice administration and came out with a number of thought-provoking statements. Contrary to the conclusion of Reiner (1992) that bias has been demonstrated at every stage of the criminal justice system, Smith substituted 'various stages' for 'every stage'. He suggested that bias remains in the system because of the exemption of certain criminal justice officials from the provisions of the 1976 Race Relations Act. Smith also stated that proven bias against black people at every stage is small in magnitude compared to the statistical evidence that black people are more highly involved in criminality compared to Asians and whites.
This article differs from the summary of Smith in two important respects. First, this is not an article about bias as such but about problems that confront black women, black men and children in the war against drugs. Some of these problems would result from bias or prejudice but, as Jefferson (1991) suggests, a focus on bias alone (such as the attempt by Hood, 1992: 6 , to 'isolate specific race effects' as if racism is ever experienced in isolation from sexism and other forms of exclusion) would miss the institutionalized political problems that do not depend on the attitudes of individual officials.
Second, the present article is not concerned with the magnitude of bias because such measures do not tell us anything about the legally imposed difficulty in proving allegations of racism or the ways that people who perceive injustice deal with it. The present article is more interested in explaining the forms that the problems facing black people take in prison and in society and how black people are coping with such problems.
Again, with specific reference to black women, Maden et al. (1992) have attempted to explain the over-representation of black women in prison populations but concluded that black women were not over-represented among the women in their sample who were serving sentences for drugs offences. The claim here is that when only UK residents were considered, 83 percent of drug offenders sampled were white and 13 percent were black. The conclusion that 13 percent representation of black women among UK residents is normal seems to distort the fact that black women make up only about 3 percent of the general population. It implies, in other words, that black women are relatively more criminal and so, their apparent over-representation is actually normal, given their 'mythical crime rate'.
The present article assumes that it is impossible to measure crime rates of categories of people in the general population from prison statistics or from samples drawn from prison populations. Thus, the over-representation of black women must always be related to their proportion in the total population and to the accountability of criminal justice officials rather than to an attributed crime-proneness.
I am aware of the 'inferential fallacy' (Hood, 1992) of concluding that there is discrimination from disparities apparent in statistics of prison populations. However, it must be said that Hood failed to extend this logic to the hegemonic fallacy of inferring that black people are more crimeprone simply from the fact that they are over-represented in official statistics. Hood (1992: 6) has argued strongly that discrimination may 'be the result of a cumulation of small "race effects" at different stages of the criminal justice process'. He found that about 80 percent of the overrepresentation of black men in prison populations 'was due to their overrepresentation among those convicted at the Crown Court and to the type and circumstances of the offences of which black men were convicted'. The remaining 20 percent, according to Hood, are due to 'differential treatment and other factors (like not pleading guilty) which influence the nature and length of the sentences imposed' (Hood, 1992: 179) .
As for black women, Hood concluded that there is no discrimination against them when compared to white women and that when compared to black men, the 'chivalry thesis' that women are generally treated more leniently than men is confirmed. This raises many questions such as, whether chivalry exists, whether it never benefits men if it exists and whether a cultural practice that was historically developed as a patriarchal protection of 'fair ladies' by knights in shining armour could have the same impacts on black women and white women as Hood implied? This is not the place to go into these questions (see Agozino, 1997a Agozino, , 1997b . Hood (1992: 4) argues that, as a matter 'of course', it is not surprising that the representation of 'prisoners of Afro-Caribbean or Asian background should have increased in recent years'. He added that: 'It is one of the best established criminological generalisations that children of immigrants suffer a degree of culture conflict . . . which is associated with higher rates of crime than among the first generation of settlers.' Such culture conflicts between the plurality of their parents' 'values' and the singularity of 'that of the host society', according to Hood, are further exacerbated by social deprivation, the weakening of family 'networks of control' and absence of legitimate means to legitimate goals, but surprisingly, not also by racism, sexism and imperialism which could result in the criminal victimization of the innocent who might be thrown into jail even when they have done nothing wrong (Fanon, 1963; Box, 1983; Said, 1993) . Moreover, Hall et al. (1978) , Gilroy (1987) , Hudson (1987) , IRR (1987) , Agozino (1991 Agozino ( , 1996 Agozino ( , 1997a Agozino ( , 1997b Agozino ( , 2000 , Chigwada (1991) , Solomos (1992) , Cook and Hudson (1993) , Keith (1993) and Mhalanga (1997) provide detailed examples of the victimization of innocent black people in the name of punishment.
There is an implicit assumption in Hood's work that all black people in the United Kingdom are either immigrants or the children of immigrants even though many black people in this country are citizens with roots of over 100 years. However, this black-immigrant conflation is widespread in public opinion and even among Afrocentric black thinkers who believe that there is only one authentic 'home' for all people of African descent. Gilroy (1993) has attempted to displace the conjunction of blackness and immigration by borrowing the concept of 'double consciousness' from Du Bois (1994) . According to Du Bois, 'the colour problem' of the last five centuries up to and including the 20th century has produced what he called 'the souls of black folk' (plural/singular), a consciousness of belonging and not belonging, at the same time, to the tradition of the European Enlightenment. This 'double consciousness' among black citizens should make theorists more sceptical about how well established or otherwise generalizations about immigrant crimes are especially in a country where black people do not constitute the major immigrant communities at any time due, in part, to racist immigration policies (see Agozino, 1997a Agozino, , 1997b Agozino, , 2000 .
Bottoms recognized that immigrants could help criminological theorists to be less 'parochial' because they provide a control group for the testing of assumptions derived from the study of one society. As Shaw and McKay observed, Chicago city centres had consistently high crime rates, in spite of successive waves of immigration from different cultures. Likewise, Sutherland also relied on data from immigrants for his theory of differential association; while Sellin's theory of culture clashes was derived mainly from his studies of immigrants (Bottoms, 1967: 374) . There is no need to review these dated theories of deviance (which could be said to have influenced Hood above) in order to emphasize their key assumption that the immigrant as the Other, the excluded, the alien, the stranger or the invader could provide a useful metaphor for understanding criminality as deviation from the norm and thus, imprisonment as proof of criminality. Tables 1  and 2 help to expose the over-representation of black immigrants in prison.
In 1990, when the total foreign population of the prisons was 3172, only 1248 of prisoners were involved in drugs-related offences. If we add up all the non-African and non-Caribbean nationals in this figure, they will account for about 500 of the foreign drugs-related prisoners. If we remember that some of the South American, USA and other EC nationals would be black, just as some Africans and Caribbeans would be white, the figure of non-black foreign prisoners could be as low as 400. This means that the majority of foreign prisoners convicted of drugs-related offences were black in June 1990. There are different possible interpretations of these figures. One possible interpretation would be the most superficial by focusing on the absolute numbers. At this level, it will appear that black people, foreign or British, do not commit as much crime as their folk devil stereotypes suggest. A deeper reading of the figures would be comparative. The proportion of black people in the population of Britain is less than 2 percent, according to the 1991 census and yet the figures above give black people about 11 percent of the total prison population.
There are three contending interpretations of the disparity in both populations. The view increasingly shared by both the new left and the new right is that black people are more criminal (as a result of being poorer) than other categories of people and that that is why they are arrested more or why they are or should be targeted more frequently by the police. A more liberal view states that it is misleading to assume that because black people are over-represented in the prisons, it means that the criminal justice system is racist. It could be that black defendants have what Hood (1992) called a higher 'probability of custody' measured in terms of the seriousness of the offence, previous records, plea and employment status. Hood (1992: 6) concluded that even this sophisticated statistical measurement explained only 80 percent of the black prison population, suggesting that at least 20 percent of black prisoners were jailed due to racial discrimination.
The critical view is that the police focus on the black community more closely and therefore arrest black people more frequently for racist reasons, directly or indirectly. This view is more persuasive because official crime figures are not provided in order to help criminologists decide who is more crime-prone than another. The reason why such statistics are provided (as questions in the parliament demonstrate and as section 95 of the 1991 Criminal Justice Act made clear) is for political and financial accountability. This view reverses the 'inferential fallacy' of Hood by suggesting that it is a fallacy to assume that black people commit more crimes simply because they are over-represented in the prisons. For example, the fact that 23 percent of women in prison in 1995 were black calls for an enquiry into the ways that black women are discriminated against rather than asking whether black women are more crime-prone. There is evidence from the Institute of Race Relations (1987) that the police pick on innocent black women especially when they come looking for suspect black men.
The contention in this article that the immigrant is more marginalized than criminal is relatively uncontentious given that immigration law is mainly part of civil law rather than part of the criminal law in the United Kingdom (Agozino, 2000) . Apart from this, it can be inferred from Table 1 and from Table 2 that crime in the United Kingdom is mostly 'home grown' given that the total prison population for the corresponding period is about 50,000 whereas foreigners accounted for only 3172.
When white foreigners are separated from black ones (although this is not fully possible from the national categories provided by the Home Office in the table), the claim that black immigrants are more crime-prone becomes even more questionable. With specific reference to drugs offences, the total population under sentence in 1990 was 3200 whereas foreigners accounted for only 1248 of those (Agozino, 1997a) . Such a high proportion of foreigners among sentenced drugs-related prisoners is unquestionably artificial given that it fails to show that up to 50 percent of drug offenders are routinely cautioned mostly for the possession of small quantities of cannabis and that drug trafficking declined in proportion to all drugs-related offences from 20 percent in 1986 to 13 percent in 1992 (Agozino, 1997a) .
These figures indicate that William Chambliss (1995) was right when he identified the 'war on drugs' in America as a disguise for the 'war on coloured people', in a manner reminiscient of the criminological orientalism mentioned earlier. Chambliss is supported by an unusual source, the Federal Judicial Center, which reported in 1992 that blacks and Hispanics were 20-30 percent more likely than whites to receive mandatory minimum sentences in federal cases where they are applicable (see Meierhoefer, 1992) . Meierhoefer shows that before the introduction of mandatory minimum sentencing, black defendants got 6 percent longer sentences than whites but four years after the introduction of the policy, average sentences for blacks became 93 percent higher. This was made worse by the differential treatment of crack but even in other drug cases (powder cocaine, marijuana and opiates) longer sentences for blacks increased from 11 percent to 49 percent after the introduction of mandatory minimum sentencing.
In 1996, the US Sentencing Commission studied the discriminatory impacts of crack versus powder cocaine differentiation and recommended that the disparity be ended. This recommendation was rejected by the Government and overwhelmingly defeated in Congress in favour of retaining the disparate sentences. According to Craig Reinarman and Harry G. Levine (1997: 351) : 'That vote then sparked several riots in prisons overcrowded with young black men serving long mandatory sentences for selling small amounts of crack'. The Government tagged a drug-sentencing provision to the bankruptcy bill passing though Congress in 2000 to raise the penalty for powder cocaine to the level of crack cocaine.
Marginalization, victimization and the war on drugs
The view that criminological knowledge and power are orientalist suggests that the 50 percent rate of cautioning noted above for drugs possession in the UK would be more readily given to white British citizens for the possession of drugs whereas black foreigners would be unlikely to be cautioned even for the smallest amounts of drugs (see Tarzi and Hedges, 1990) . Green et al. (1994) disagree with this suggestion following their comparison of 88 Nigerians with 40 Britons who were convicted of importing class A drugs of less than £300,000 estimated street value in their sample of 573 persons sentenced between 1990 and 1992. The Nigerians received an average sentence of 67.9 months compared to 76.4 months for the Britons. However, the Britons imported drugs of higher street value (£84,900 on the average compared to £72,108 by the Nigerians). Moreover, the sample does not seem representative given that there were more Britons in prison for category A drugs than Nigerians while Nigerians in the sample were more than double the size of sampled Britons.
This evidence is inconclusive because Green et al. could not tell the racial background of the Britons in their sample whereas Tarzi and Hedges interviewed the individual prisoners. Moreover, the higher average prison sentence for the Britons is hardly comparable to that of the Nigerians given that the latter stood little chance of caution, parole and day releases (as Tarzi and Hedges reported) while Green et al. acknowledge that the judges tend to be more lenient when sentencing people for drugs with higher street values and more inflexible in their interpretation of the sentencing guidelines when drugs of lesser street values were involved.
The suggestion of discrimination against foreign black suspects can be illustrated by two very similar cases of Jamaican women who suspected that they had been set up as 'sacrificial lambs' (Clutterbuck, 1995: 162) . One of them was 'a female British-born courier' who took her first chance to visit grandparents in Jamaica by accepting an air ticket and £500 spending money in exchange for importing '250 gm of 90 per cent pure cocaine'. The drug was initially valued at £24,000 but in court the street value was raised to £57,000 and she got a sentence of four years' imprisonment. The second woman was also Jamaican but apparently not British-born and she 'was caught with 200 gm of cocaine in a condom concealed in her vagina' (Clutterbuck, 1995) .
The second (non-British) Jamaican was given a sentence of six-and-a-half years for a smaller quantity, perhaps because she did not receive any social inquiry report like all foreign defendants (the exception being the experiment by the Middlesex Area Probation Service on the preparation of such reports in 1990 as reported by Green et al., 1994: 486) . If she was given a harsher sentence because of the purer quality or higher street value of her cocaine (as Green et al., 1994 suggest) or because she had previous records or because she did not plead guilty (as in Hood, 1992) , her case still starkly contrasts with the report in 1994 that the then British Prime Minister, John Major, put in a few words in mitigation to gain freedom for two British teenagers jailed for drugs trafficking in Thailand. In an empirical study of courtroom 'claims-making' in London, Kalunta-Crumpton (1998) found that black drug defendants who claim to be innocent were less likely to be believed than white defendants in drugs trials.
The total prison population in Table 1 includes detainees and immigration prisoners as well as fine defaulters who are not necessarily criminals as such. However, when Tables 1 and 2 are compared, it becomes clear that any propaganda that black immigrants commit most of the crimes in the UK has no basis in reality. The over-representation of black people in Table  2 is an indication of the discriminatory racialization of crime which many commentators have analysed.
The 1991 census of Great Britain was the first to include questions on racial origin and this proved controversial because the question asked if respondents were White (implying British), White Other or Black Caribbean, Black African or Black Other (as if being black was inconsistent with being British). The census recorded that the 49,890,277 population of England and Wales was made up of 94.1 percent White, 1.0 percent Black Caribbean, 0.4 percent Black African and 0.4 percent Black Other. The highest concentration of black people was in Inner London with 74.4 percent White, 7.1 percent Black Caribbean, 4.4 percent Black African and 2.0 percent Black Other (Agozino, 1997a) .
Discussions of what the Independent (11 November 1990) called 'Rough justice [being] meted out to foreign offenders in Britain', often focus on the problems of foreign women, especially on those of Nigerian women and of women with children. This is justified by the large number of Nigerian women who are in prison mainly for drugs-related offences as Table 1 shows. However, even more attention should be paid to Jamaican women because, although their national population was about two million compared with the over 100 million Nigerian population, they were the second largest group of women after Nigerians (Agozino, 1997a) .
However, the large number of Nigerians and Jamaicans who were in prison for drugs-related offences suggests that most of them may have been arrested at the port of entry into Britain. The sizes of the population of Jamaica and Nigeria within their respective geographical regions make them relatively attractive to drugs barons who need couriers. The economic crises, the foreign debt burden, the structural adjustment programme and high levels of official corruption in these countries (Green, 1991) equally make it easy for the barons and their agents to continue recruiting 'mules' with relative ease. However, the nationals of these countries do not happen to be the only ones who traffic in drugs, instead they are the ones who are, rightly or wrongly, the targets of close surveillance by security agents. For example, there was a special measure to screen all visitors from Nigeria at the ports of entry. Immigration officials claimed that this was to check the large number of Nigerians allegedly travelling with forged papers. However, the Nigerian High Commissioner, George Dove-Edwin, said that this was unfair because Nigerians were not the only ones who forged travel documents and yet they were the only ones who got special screening (the Independent, 11 April 1992) . A similar practice outraged sections of the British public when a plane-load of holiday-makers from Jamaica was detained just before Christmas in 1993. Then in 1994, the head of the Metropolitan Police, Paul Condon, told the world that he had invited leaders of the black community to warn them that he was about to launch operation 'Eagle Eye' against young black men because his 'intelligence' told him that 80 percent of the muggers were young black men. No-one has ever invited leaders of the white community to warn them that a special operation (call it 'Eagle's Ass') would be launched against young white men who joy-ride, drink-drive or racistattack in London where statistics would show that almost 99 percent of those involved in these serious crimes are white (Agozino, 1997a) .
Moreover, conviction for the possession of drugs does not necessarily prove guilt. Although guilt is required to be proven in criminal cases only beyond all reasonable doubt, 'reasonableness' is gendered, class-specific and (by extension) racialized rather than a given (see Naffine, 1990; Agozino, 1997a) . What is reasonable to a middle-class white man is not necessarily so to a poor black woman. The concept of victimization-asmere-punishment is prepared to give such women the benefit of doubt while the philosophy, theory and practice of punishment-of-offenders remain intolerant of their protestation until the tortuous processes of judicial and appellate reviews (if any) confirm their faulty convictions. The benefit of the doubt given by the concern with the victimization of innocent ones among those in prison is reflected by the fact that the present writer talks cautiously about convicts while criminologists typically tend to jump to the conclusion that all convicts are necessarily offenders. For example, Hood (1992) talked about 'defendants' in court and 'offenders' in prison whereas not all prisoners are necessarily offenders.
Furthermore, actual possession of drugs and eventual conviction may reflect victimization-in-punishment because foreign convicts were not allowed such due processes as Social Inquiry Reports and parole and the provision of prison services is discriminatory against those most marginalized along the trajectories of race-gender-class relations (Green, 1991) . The over-representation of black people in the prisons could also be as a result of discriminatory focus on black travellers, the marginalization of black hustlers into the more visible lower end of the drugs market and the likelihood that black people would be less likely to be cautioned when found in possession of drugs compared to white people in Britain (Agozino, 1997a) . Finally, Mary Eaton (1993) has warned that even when convicted, we should not see this as proof of guilt since many women are 'sent down' to prison still protesting their innocence.
Conclusion
The key argument in this article is that criminologists should get real and stop assuming that the prison populations need always to be understood as individual offenders being punished for crime. First of all, many prisoners happen to be detainees awaiting trial and many of them would be acquitted eventually. Second, many prisoners are innocent immigrants held in conditions worse than punishment while their applications for asylum or refugee status are being processed. Such detained immigrants lack the rights and privileges of prisoners while facing the same penalty or worse. Third, apart from the immigration prisoners and prisoners on remand who are disproportionately black and poor, there have been cases of evidence being planted in order to convict offenders who are then pressurized to plead guilty by court-appointed defence lawyers just because they lack the resources to prove their innocence. In Los Angeles at the beginning of the year 2000, dozens of cases were being overturned and prisoners released when a police officer who was caught stealing cocaine from the police locker confessed that he and others had been in the business of planting drugs, shooting unarmed innocent people and planting guns on them. Given that the majority of cases never go to trial but are settled through plea bargaining and charge bargaining (Alschuler, 1995) , criminologists are just kidding themselves if they hold on only to their pet belief in imprisonment as the punishment of offenders. Rather, we should also start theorizing the practice of victimization as mere punishment and start seeking structural penology for such victimization (Agozino, 1997a) .
The lesson here for criminologists is clearly that of Frantz Fanon who warned the Third World (and by extension, criminologists) that they should not follow the modernist example of the West where there is a lot of talk about humanism while human beings are subjected to abominable conditions everywhere. The Third World, in particular, could not afford the billions of dollars that America spends on the scandalous number of prisons and prisoners it is warehousing. For example, America with about 250 million residents has about 2 million people in jail and half of them are minority individuals, mainly African-Americans. In contrast, a country like Nigeria which is demonized in the West as being full of criminals, has a population of nearly half that of America but only a fraction of its jail population, less than 50,000 in total. While America spends over 20 billion dollars to run the profitable prison industrial complex per year, Nigeria spends 5 billion dollars to run the whole country.
It could be argued that the reason why America is more carceral than Nigeria is because America has more freedom than Nigeria. This is a cynical view of human nature that assumes that if you give people more liberty, they are bound to abuse it. For example, Americans can buy firearms more easily than Nigerians can buy petrol for their cars. However, such an argument is also misleading because the vast majority of prisoners in America were not convicted of guns-related offences but of non-violent offences. As has been suggested in this article, the single most important reason why the prison population has exploded is the mandatory minimum sentencing for drugs with disproportionate severity for crack cocaine that fewer white people use (Tonry, 1994) .
The documented effect of the war on drugs demonstrates that criminologists and criminal justice practitioners must at least engage and explore alternative responses to the war on drugs. For example, the legalization of marijuana could be explored as a way of offering the youth who demand drugs a safer alternative and thereby cutting the demand for harder drugs. The Netherlands has benefited from decriminalizing marijuana but criminologists should go all the way and theorize the potential consequences of legalization so that citizens can trade in it legitimately and the young will have an alternative that is even safer than more socially acceptable drugs like alcohol and tobacco which remain legal simply because they yield revenues to western governments, whereas marijuana would be difficult to tax because people can grow their own.
The racial effects of the war on drugs, in both the US and the UK further suggests the deep relationship between imprisonment and imperialism, a fact that Hall et al. (1978) explored indirectly when they analysed colonialstyle policing of the crisis of hegemony in Britain. The orientalist style of thinking was probably why four New York Police Department officers shot an unarmed West African immigrant 29 times believing that his purse was a gun. If Amadou Diallo did not die of his wounds, perhaps the police officers would have planted drugs on him and said that he was resisting arrest for drugs possession. Like many of the 99 individuals released from prison after a police officer who was caught stealing cocaine from a police evidence locker in Los Angeles confessed that he and colleagues planted drugs or fabricated evidence to convict them, Diallo would have gone to jail because no jury would believe him against the words of four white police officials. Fanon and Said have warned us enough to guard against the oppression of the Other because the policies tested on the Other could easily become extended to yet other categories of marginalized people. This argument can be extended to poor people generally who are more likely to be victimized in prisons because they lack the resources to defend themselves adequately in the courts.
